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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed on 1/ 19/05. 
This action is final. 

Claims 1-8 and 1 1-22 are pending in this application. Claims 1,12, and 17 are 
independent claims. In the Amendment, filed on 1/19/05, claims 1 and 11-22 were amended. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moraes (US. 6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335). 

As per claim 1, Moraes teaches a computerized method of individually selecting which 
messages to show on each of one or more electronic displays comprising (col. 5 , lines 13-18): 

for each of a plurality of messages which are to be shown on said displays, calculating a 
desired display rate as a function of a desired number of exposures of such messages to be made 
within a remaining period of time (col. 19, lines 9-40); 

-selecting which of possible messages to show on an individual display at a given time as 
a function of the relative values of the desired display rates associated with different messages, 
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so as to favor the selection of messages having a higher desired display rate (col. 20, lines 45- 
55); and 

-using information that a given message has been selected to be shown on a given display 
to update the calculation of the desired display rate for given message by decreasing the number 
of showings of the given message which are to be made in a remaining period of time associated 
with the message (col. 19, lines 40-50). 

However, Moraes fails to teach determining the geographical coordinates and current 
time of the vehicle by the GPS system, which in turn determines the location and current of the 
electronic displays, as a function of a desired number of exposures of the message to be made at 
the vehicle's location. 

Treyz et al. teaches determining the geographical coordinates (col. 1, lines 36-45) and 
current time of the vehicle (col. 2, lines 15-25) by the GPS system, which in turn determines the 
location and current of the electronic displays, as a function of a desired number of exposures of 
the message to be made at the vehicle's location, (col. 2, lines 1-68) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Treyz's 
teaching with method of Moraes in order to provide users with a personalized computer system 
with their vehicles. 

As per claim 12, Moraes and Treyz teach a computerized method of individually 
selecting which messages to show on each of a one or more electronic display comprising: 

-for each of a plurality of messages which are to be shown on said displays, calculating a 
desired display rate as a function of a desired number of exposures of such messages to be made 
to one or more particular types of people within a remaining period of time (col. 20, lines 45-55); 



Application/Control Number: 09/970, 1 53 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2174 

-for each of different individual opportunities to show a message on a given display at a 
given time, determining a corresponding estimate of the number of one or more different types of 
people available to see a message shown (col. 20, lines 45-55). 

-in that display opportunity, said number being determined from a set of three or more 
possible numerical values (col. 19, lines 9-29); 

-selecting which of said plurality of messages to show for a given display opportunity as 
a function of both the estimate of the number of one or more different types of people available 
to see a message shown for that display opportunity, and the display rates of exposures to one or 
more different types of people associated with different messages (col. 20, lines 45-55); and 

-using information that a given message has been selected to be shown for a given 
display opportunity to update the calculation of the display rate for the given message by 
decreasing the display rate's associated number of exposures to be made to one or more given 
types of people by the number of those one or more different types of people estimated to be 
available to see the messages shown during the given display opportunity (col. 19, lines 9-29). 

However, Moraes fails to teach determining the geographical coordinates and current 
time of the vehicle by the GPS system, which in turn determines the location and current of the 
electronic displays, as a function of a desired number of exposures of the message to be made at 
the vehicle's location. 

Treyz et al. teaches determining the geographical coordinates (col. 1, lines 36-45) and 
current time of the vehicle (col. 2, lines 15-25) by the GPS system, which in turn determines the 
location and current of the electronic displays, as a function of a desired number of exposures of 
the message to be made at the vehicle's location, (col. 2, lines 1-68) 
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It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Treyz's 
teaching with method of Moraes in order to provide users with a personalized computer system 
with their vehicles. 

As per claim 13, Moraes and Treyz et al. teaches method as in Claim 12. Moraes further 
teaches wherein said number of one or more particular types of people estimated to have an 
opportunity to see an individual showing of a given message on a given display is determined, at 
least in part, by a computerized estimate of the number of one or more particular types of people 
in a location (col. 19, lines 8-41) associated with the given display based on sensor information 
received from that location within an hour of the showing of the message (col. 5, lines 3-13, col. 
20, line 34-56). 

As per claim 14, Moraes and Treyz et al teach a computerized method as in Claim 12. 
Moraes further teaches wherein said number of one or more particular types of people estimated 
to have an opportunity to see a given showing of a given message on a given display is 
determined, at least in part, by using a computerized database which stores estimates of the 
number of a plurality of different types of people in each of a plurality of location (col. 19, lines 
8-41) at each of a plurality of times, to produce said estimate of the number of one or more 
particular types of people who have an opportunity to see the given showing of the given 
message as a function of the location and time of the given showing (col. 5, lines 3-13, col. 20, 
line 34-56). 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hagebarth (US 
6,546,086) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335). 
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As per claim 17, Hagebarth teaches a computerized method of individually selecting 
which messages to show on each of one or more electronic displays having different physical 
locations, said method comprising: 

-storing for each of a plurality of messages one or more criteria desired for showings of 
said message (col. 3, lines 40-55); 

-obtaining information regarding the values for said criteria associated the opportunity to 
show a message on a given display at a given time, including obtaining values for one or more of 
said criteria as a function of physical location of the given display (col. 3, lines 40-55); 

-calculating a score as a function of the match between the criteria associated with each 
of said plurality of messages and the values for such criteria associated with said given display 
opportunity (col. 3, lines 40-55); and 

-automatically selecting which of said messages to show in a given display opportunity as 
a function of the relative values of said scores calculated for said messages (col. 3, lines 40-55). 

However, Hagebarth fails to teach determining the geographical coordinates and current 
time of the vehicle by the GPS system, which in turn determines the location and current of the 
electronic displays, as a function of a desired number of exposures of the message to be made at 
the vehicle's location. 

Treyz et al. teaches determining the geographical coordinates (col. 1, lines 36-45) and 
current time of the vehicle (col. 2, lines 15-25) by the GPS system, which in turn determines the 
location and current of the electronic displays, as a function of a desired number of exposures of 
the message to be made at the vehicle's location, (col. 2, lines 1-68) 
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It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Treyz' s 
teaching with method of Hagebarth in order to provide users with a personalized computer 
system with their vehicles. 

Claims 2, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moraes (US. 6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Litwin (US 
2002/0174012). 

As per clam 2, Moraes and Treyz et al. teach a computerized method as in Claim 1, 
however, they fail to teach wherein said electronic displays are publicly visible displays. 

Litwin teaches an advertisement electronic display is a publicly visible display, 
(paragraphs 28 and 60) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Litwin 
teaching with method of Moraes and Treyz in order to maximize the exposure of the advertised 
product. 

As per claim 15, Moraes and Treyz teach a computerized method as in Claim 12, 
however, fails to teach wherein said electronic displays are publicly visible displays. 

Litwin teaches an advertisement electronic display is a publicly visible display, 
(paragraphs 28 and 60) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Litwin 
teaching with method of Moraes and Treyz in order to maximize the exposure of the advertised 
product. 
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As per claim 16, Moraes, Treyz and Litwin teach a computerized method as in Claim 15. 
Litwin further teaches the given displays is a publicly visible display mounted on a vehicle; and 
further including: 

-determining a temporary location of the vehicle as it moves (paragraph 41); 

-further teaches using the vehicle's temporary location to access a demographic database 
containing information on the number of people of a given demographic category available to 
view a showing of a message at each of a plurality of different locations, to select demographic 
information on the number of people of a given type available to view a showing of a message at 
the vehicle's temporary location (paragraphl 39, 40, and 41); 

Moraes further teaches the method includes using the selected demographic information 
in determining which messages to show(col. 5, lines 4-14). 

Claims 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hagebarth (US. 
6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Litwin (US 2002/0174012). 

As per claim 18, Hagebarth and Treyz teach the method of claim 17. However, he fails 
to teach wherein said electronic displays are publicly visible displays. 

Litwin teaches an advertisement electronic display is a publicly visible display, 
(paragraphs 28 and 60) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Litwin 
teaching with method of Hagebarth and Treyz in order to maximize the exposure of the 
advertised product. 
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Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hagebarth 
(US. 6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Litwin (US 2002/0174012) 
further in view of Moraes (US. 6,014,502). 

As per claim 19, Hagebarth, Treyz, and Litwin teach a computerized method as in Claim 
18. Litwin further teaches said given display is a publicly visible display mounted on a vehicle 
(paragraphs 28 and 60), and determining the vehicle's temporary location as it moves 
(paragraph, 39, 40, and 41); 

However, they fail to teach 

-said one or more criteria associated with individual messages include one or more 
demographic criteria relating to one or more types of people to which the message is to be 
shown; and 

-said obtaining of information regarding the values for said criteria associated with a 
given display opportunity includes: 

-accessing a demographic database containing information on the number of people of 
one or more types available to view a showing of a message at each of a plurality of different 
locations, so as to determine an estimate of the number of people of one or more types available 
to view a showing of a message as a function of the vehicle's temporary location; and 

-said scores are calculated as a function of the match between the demographic criteria 
associated with individual messages and the estimate; of the number of people of one or more 
types available to view a showing of a message at the vehicle's temporary location. 
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Moraes teaches a method wherein one or more criteria associated with individual 
messages include one or more demographic criteria relating to one or more types of people to 
which the message is to be shown (col. 5, lines 1-10); and 

-said obtaining of information regarding the values for said criteria associated with a 
given display opportunity includes: 

-accessing a demographic database containing information on the number of people of 
one or more types available to view a showing of a message at each of a plurality of different 
locations, so as to determine an estimate of the number of people of one or more types available 
to view a showing of a message (col. 19, lines 9-38, col. 20, lines 34-56); and 

-said scores are calculated as a function of the match between the demographic criteria 
associated with individual messages and the estimate (col. 5, lines 13-24; Examiner interprets 
determining to be scoring); 

of the number of people of one or more types available to view a showing of a message at 
the vehicle's temporary location (col. 20, lines 34-55). 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Moraes 
teaching with method of Hagebarth, Treyz, and Litwin in order to maximize the chances of the 
user selecting a particular message. 

As per claim 20, which is dependent on claim 17, it is of the same scope as claim 19 (see 
rejection above). 

As per claim 21, Hagebarth, Treyz, Litwin, and Moraes teach a computerized method as 
in Claim 20. Moraes further teaches wherein said estimate of the number of one or more 
different types of people available to view the given display opportunity is determined, at least in 
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part, by a computerized estimate of the number of people of the one or more different types in a 
location associated with the given display opportunity based on sensor information received from 
that location within an hour of the display opportunity's showing of a message (col. 19, lines 9- 
38, col. 20, lines 34-56). 

As per claim 22, Hagebarth, Treyz, Litwin, and Moraes teach a computerized method as 
in- Claim 20 wherein the estimate of the number of one or more different types of people 
available to view the given display opportunity is determined, at least in part, by using a 
computerized database which includes an estimate of the number said one or more different 
types of people in each of a plurality of location at each of a plurality of times, to produce said 
estimate as a function of the location and time of the given display opportunity (col. 5, lines 1-5, 
col. 19, lines 9-38, col. 20, lines 34-56) . 

Claims 3, 4, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moraes 
(US. 6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Hoyle (US 6,771,290). 

As per claim 3, Moraes and Treyz teach a computerized method as in Claim 1, wherein 
said number of exposures used in calculating the desired display rate for a given message is a 
function of the number of showings of the given message on one or more individual displays 
(col. 19, lines 9-29). 

However, they fail to include the variable number of people estimated to have had an 
opportunity to see each such showing of the given message in to the function. 

Hoyle teaches displaying advertisements base on its relevance to the activity of user. By 
comparing this relevance, Hoyle effective increase the exposure of the advertising message 
based on whether the user is present (col. 24, lines 6-34). 
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It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Hoyle's 
teaching with method Moraes and Treyz in order to maximize the exposure of the advertised 
product. 

As per claim 4, Moraes, Treyz, and Hoyle teach a computerized method as in Claim 3. 
Hoyle further teaches the method wherein said number of people estimated to have had an 
opportunity to see each showing of a given message is a number of one or more particular types 
of people (col.24, lines 6-34). 

As per claim 8, Moraes, Treyz, and Hoyle teach a computerized method as in Claim 3. 
Hoyle further teaches wherein said number of people estimated to have had an opportunity to see 
an individual showing of a given message on a. given display is determined, at least in part, by a 
computerized estimate of a number of people in a location associated with the display based on 
sensor information received from that location within an hour of the showing of the message 
(col.24, lines 6-34). 

Claims 5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moraes 
(US 6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Hoyle (US 6,771,290) further 
in view of Hagebarth (US 6,546,086). 

As per claim 5, Moraes, Treyz, and Hoyle teach a computerized method as in Claim 4. 
However, they fail to teach wherein said number of one or more particular types of people 
estimated to have had an opportunity to see an individual showing of a given message on a given 
display is determined, at least in part, by a computerized estimate of the number of one or more 
particular types of people in a location associated with the given display based on sensor 
information received from that location within an hour of the showing of the message. 
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Hagebarth teaches a method wherein display of advertisement is based on location 
associated with the display (col. 3, lines 40-55). 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Hagebarth's teaching with the method of Moraes, Treyz and Holye in order to provide sponsor 
with the ability to display specific advertisement within a particular location. 

As per claim 6, Moraes, Treyz, and Hoyle teach a computerized method as in Claim 4. 
Hoyle further teaches the method wherein said number of one or more particular types of people 
estimated to have had an opportunity to see a given showing of a given message on a given 
display is determined to increase the exposure of the advertisement (col. 24, lines 1-5). 
However, they fail to associate demography with geographic location (col. 24, lines 1-5) 

Hagebarth teaches a method wherein display of advertisement is based on location 
associated with the display (col. 3, lines 40-55, col. 5, lines 42-50). 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Hagebarth's teaching with the method of Moraes, Treyz, and Holye in order to provide sponsor 
with the ability to effectively display specific advertisement within a location. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moraes (US 
6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Hoyle (US 6,771,290) further in 
view of Litwin (US 2002/0174012). 

As per claim 7, Moraes, Treyz and Hoyle teach a computerized method as in Claim 3. 
However, they fail to teach wherein said electronic displays are publicly visible displays. 

Litwin teaches an advertisement electronic display is a publicly visible display, 
(paragraphs 28 and 60) 
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It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Litwin 
teaching with method of Moraes, Treyz, and Hoyles in order to maximize the exposure of the 
advertised product. 

Claims 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moraes 
(US 6,014,502) in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Hagebarth (US 6,546,086). 

As per claim 9, Moraes and Treyz teach a computerized method as in Claim 1 . However, 
he fails to teach the method wherein the selecting of which of possible messages to show on a 
given individual display is performed not only as a function of the relative values of the desired 
display rate associated with different messages (col. 1, lines 44-55), but also as a function of the 
match between: 

-values for one or more criteria which vary as a function of the location of the given 
display; and 

-desired values of those one or more criteria associated with individual messages. 

Hagebarth teaches a method wherein the selecting of which of possible messages to show 
on a given individual .display is performed not only as a function of the relative values of the 
desired display rate associated with different messages (col. 1 , lines 44-55), but also as a function 
of the match between: 

-values for one or more criteria which vary as a function of the location of the given 
display (col. 3, lines 43-55); and 

-desired values of those one or more criteria associated with individual messages (col. 3, 
lines 43-55; Examiner interprets the selection selected geographical area to be desired values). 
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It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Hagebarth' s teaching with the method of Moraes and Treyz order to provide sponsor with the 
ability to effectively display specific advertisement within a location. 

As per claim 10, Moraes, Treyz, and Hagebarth teach a computerized method as in Claim 
9. Moraes further teaches wherein said one or more criteria include demographic criteria 
concerning a number of people of a given demographic category available to view a given 
showing of a message at the location of the given display (col. 5, lines 3-23). 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moraes (US 
6,014,502), in view of Treyz et al. (US 6,526,335) in view of Hagebarth (US 6,546,086), further 
in view of Litwin (US 2002/0174012), 

As per claim 1 1, Morae, Treyz, and Hagebarth teaches a computerized method as in 
Claim 10. Morae teaches selecting message base on demographic category of the user (col. 5, 
lines 3-13). Hagebarth teaches that location determines the selection of the messages. 

However, they fail to teach the display is mounted on a vehicle. 

Litwin teaches an advertisement electronic display is mounted on a vehicle, (paragraphs 
28 and 60) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Litwin 
teaching with Moraes 5 method in order to maximize the exposure of the advertised product. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 12, and 17 have been considered but are 
deemed to be moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the. 
examiner should be directed to Peng Ke whose telephone number is (571) 272-4062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and Alternate Fridays 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L. Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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